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Before Simms, Holtznman and Drost, Adm nistrative Trademark
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Opi nion by Simrs, Adm nistrative Tradenmark Judge:

On August 4, 2003, applicant filed an anmendnent and a
request for reconsideration fromthe July 10, 2003 deci sion
of the Board affirmng the refusal of the Exam ning
Attorney to register the mark PUVW GUARD for “enclosures in
the nature of fiberglass am nate material with and w thout

i nsul ation for environmental protection of above ground
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punps and pl unbi ng of water supply systens.” The Board
held that, in view of the record, applicant’s mark is
merely descriptive of its goods.

In its anendnment and request for reconsideration,
applicant seeks to add a claimof ownership of a recently
i ssued registration for the mark VENT GUARD to the claimin
the original application that applicant is the owner of
Regi stration No. 2,252,261 for the mark VALVE GUARD
Applicant al so seeks to anend the application to cancel the
di sclaimer of the word “GUARD’ in the application.
Applicant argues that it has established a famly of marks
whi ch are recogni zed by its purchasers.

Trademark Rul e 2.142(g) provides that an application,
whi ch has been consi dered and deci ded on appeal, will not
be reopened except for the entry of a disclainmer, or upon
order of the Director, but a petition to the Director to
reopen an application wll be considered only upon a
showi ng of sufficient cause for consideration of any matter
not al ready adjudicated. Accordingly, applicant’s request
for reconsiderati on and anmendnent seeking to add a cl ai m of
ownership of another registration and to delete the

di scl ai mer cannot be granted.?

YI'n any event, the proposed amendments, even if entered in the file,
woul d not have changed the outcome in this case. The record already
i ncluded applicant’s claimof ownership of another registration
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Accordi ngly, the applicant’s request for

reconsideration is denied.

containing the word “GUARD,” and the record satisfactorily denonstrates
the descriptiveness of the mark sought to be registered.



